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REMARKS 

Claims 1-36 are pending. Claims 1, 10, 19, 28, 31, and 34 
are independent claims. Claims 1, 10, 19, 28, and 31 are 
amended in this response. No new matter is added. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the above-referenced 
application are respectfully requested. 

Objection to the Specification 

Examiner Johnson is thanked for the courtesy of the 
telephone conversation held on June 6, 2006. In the telephone 
conversation, Examiner Johnson indicated that, as noted in the 
Advisory Action dated October 26, 2006, the title, as amended in 
the Response to Office Action dated October 10, 2006, is 
accepted and that there is no objection to the title. This 
indication obviates the objection to the Specification. 

35 USC 102 

Claims 1, 10, 19, 28, and 34 stand rejected under 35 USC 
102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Nguyen et al. (US 
6,401,194), hereinafter "Nguyen." The rejections are 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites, "receiving a first condition code produced 
by executing a first instruction during a first clock cycle on 
an array of engines included in the processor; receiving a 
second condition code produced by executing a second instruction 
during a second clock cycle, the second clock cycle occurring at 
a time period different from the first clock cycle, on the array 
of engines included in the processor; and executing a logical 
operator on the first and second condition codes during the 
second clock cycle on the array of engines included in the 
processor." (Emphasis added). Nguyen does not describe all the 
features of the claimed subject matter. 
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Nguyen describes execution units within data processors. 

See, e.g., Nguyen, col. 1, lines 7-8. Nguyen states: 

For integer multiply, a first functional unit is 
a 32-bit multiplier that generates a 64-bit partial 
carry and a 64-bit partial sum in the first clock 
cycle . In the second clock cycle, a 36-bit adder 
contained in a first ALU adds the 32 low bits of the 
partial carry and sum, and a 36-bit adder in a second 
ALU adds the 32 high bits of the partial carry and 
sum. The second ALU also adds a possible incoming 
carry bit from the first ALU when the adders add data 
types with widths greater than 36 bits. The output of 
the two ALUs can be stored in an accumulator or in a 
register file as the product of two integers. The 
operations for integer MAC are the same as for integer 
multiply, except that in the first clock cycle, a 
value in the accumulator which is to be added is 
transferred to the two ALUs. In the second clock 
cycle, the first and second ALUs then add the 
accumulator bits as well as the partial sum and carry 
bits to provide a result to the accumulator register 
file . (Emphasis added) . 

See, Nguyen, col. 2, lines 5-23. 

The Office Action contends that the accumulator value and 
the partial sum and carry bits, described in Nguyen, are 
equivalent to the first condition code and the second condition 
code, respectively. This contention cannot be supported. As 
described in the Specification, condition codes refer to logic 
states that can be set to "1" or "0." See, e.g., Specification, 
page 10, lines 9-14. In contrast, the accumulator value and the 
partial sum and carry bits, as described in Nguyen are not logic 
states that can be set to "1" or "0." Therefore, Nguyen does 
not describe "a first condition code" and "a second condition 
code," as claimed. 

Further, Nguyen does not describe or suggest "receiving a 
second condition code produced by executing a second instruction 
during a second clock cycle," as recited in claim 1. In Nguyen, 
the partial sum and the partial carry are generated in the first 
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clock cycle. See, e.g., Nguyen, col. 2, lines 4-6. Also, in 
Nguyen, in the second clock cycle, two 36-bit adders each add 
the 32 low bits and 32 high bits of the partial carry and sum. 
As claimed, the second condition code is produced by executing a 
second instruction during a second clock cycle. In contrast, in 
Nguyen, the partial sum and partial carry are produced during 
the first clock cycle. Therefore, in addition to not describing 
a condition code as claimed, Nguyen does not describe "a second 
condition code produced by executing a second instruction during 
a second clock cycle," as recited in claim 1. 

Since Nguyen does not describe condition codes as claimed 
and since Nguyen does not describe a second condition code 
produced by executing a second instruction during a second clock 
cycle, Nguyen does not describe all the features recited in 
claim 1. Accordingly, claim 1 is patentable. Claims 10, 19, 
28, and 34 are also patentable at least for the same reasons and 
the additional recitations that they contain. 

35 USC 103 

Claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-24, 26-33, and 35-36 stand rejected 
under 35 USC 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Thekkath et al. (US 6,732,259), hereinafter "Thekkath," in view 
of TMS32010 User's Guide, hereinafter "TMS", in further view of 
Anderson et al. (US 6,005,860). Claims 7, 16, 25, and 26 stand 
rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Thekkath, TMS, and Anderson in view of Sun and Chan (US 
6,772,370), hereinafter "Sun." Claim 34 stands rejected under 
35 USC 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Thekkath in 
view of TMS. The rejections are respectfully traversed. 
Thekkath, TMS, Anderson, and Sun, taken in any combination, do 
not describe or suggest all the features of the claimed subject 
matter. 
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In this regard, Thekkath describes a processor having a 
conditional branch extension of an instruction set architecture 
which incorporates a set of high performance floating point 
operations. See, Thekkath at Abstract. The cited portion of 
Thekkath (Thekkath, col. 4, lines 19-21) states, "Condition code 
bits are set to one or more specific states to indicate results 
of the comparison. A conditional branch instruction is executed 
based on the condition code bits." However, Thekkath does not 
describe or suggest a first condition code produced by executing 
a first instruction during a first clock cycle or a second 
condition code produced by executing a second instruction during 
a second clock cycle, as claimed. 

Thekkath states: 

With reference to FIG. 6G, CABS 607 (referred to 
herein as a "compare," or "absolute compare" 
instruction) is used to compare floating point (FP) 
absolute values and record the Boolean result in one 
or more condition codes . In a preferred embodiment, 
CABS 607 is executed in a single clock cycle and is 
designed to work in a paired-single format ; however, 
it is appreciated that in other embodiments, other 
data formats such as a single or double FP format can 
be used. (Emphasis added) . 

See, Thekkath, col. 28, lines 39-47. 

Further, Thekkath states: 

In one embodiment, the single and double FP 
formats generate one bit of Boolean result, and a 
single condition code bit is written. The paired- 
single FP format generates two conditional indicators, 
one for each of the single values in the pair, and two 
consecutive condition code bits are written . In that 
case, the value in the cc field is aligned to a value 
of two. (Emphasis added) . 

See, Thekkath, col. 29, lines 50-56. 

Also, Thekkath states, "The sequence of operations that 
describes the CABS 607 instruction is: Read FPR[fs], Read 
FPR[ft], Absolute Compare | FPR[fs] | cond |FPR[ft] | , Write 
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condition indicator(s) in FCC[cc]." See, Thekkath, col. 30, 
lines 39-44. 

Thus, as described in Thekkath, the CABS 607 compare 
instruction is executed in a single clock cycle and is designed 
to work in a paired-single format. The paired-single format 
generates two conditional codes. Thekkath describes that the 
condition codes resulting from the comparison are written into 
FCSR 410. See, e.g., Thekkath, col. 29, lines 45-49. Thus, the 
two conditional code bits written in FCSR 410 are generated from 
the paired-single FP format. 

Thus, as described in Thekkath, the conditional code bits 
are generated in a single clock cycle. With respect to claim 1, 
since the condition codes described in Thekkath are produced in 
a single clock cycle, Thekkath does not describe or suggest a 
first condition code produced by executing a first instruction 
during a first clock cycle and a second condition code produced 
by executing a second instruction during a second clock cycle, 
as claimed. 

Furthermore, Thekkath does not describe or suggest 

executing a logical operator on the first and second condition 

codes, as claimed. The cited portion of Thekkath refers to 

instruction "BC1ANY2F - branch if either one of two consecutive 

condition codes is false." In this regard, Thekkath states: 

With reference to FIG. 6J, BC1ANY2F 610 looks at 
two specified condition code bits (e.g., CC n and CC n+1 ) 
disposed, for example, within the fee field of FCSR 
410 (FIG. 4) . If either of them are set to a pre- 
determined state (e.g., false), a branch target 
address is computed and the execution branches to the 
computed branch target. That is, if CC n+I ==0 or CC n ==0, 
then branch. 

See, Thekkath, col. 32, lines 25-31. 

Thus, Thekkath describes comparing each of the two 
condition code bits generated from a paired-single FP format, in 
a single cycle, against a pre-determined state (e.g., false). 
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So, Thekkath describes executing a logical operator on the first 
condition code bit and a pre-determined state, and executing a 
logical operator on the second condition code bit and the pre- 
determined state. Thekkath does not describe or suggest 
"executing a logical operator on the first and second condition 
codes," as claimed. 

Since, in Thekkath, the paired-single FP format generates 
two conditional code bits in a single clock cycle, Thekkath does 
not describe or suggest "receiving a first condition code 
produced by executing a first instruction during a first clock 
cycle," or "receiving a second condition code produced by 
executing a second instruction during a second clock cycle," as 
recited in claim 1. Also, since Thekkath describes comparing 
each of the two conditional code bits against a pre-determined 
state, Thekkath does not describe or suggest "executing a 
logical operator on the first and second condition codes," as 
recited in claim 1. Therefore, Thekkath does not describe or 
suggest all the features of the subject matter recited in claim 
1. 

TMS does not rectify these deficiencies in Thekkath. In 
this regard, the mnemonic "LTA" in TMS describes combining LT 
and APAC into one instruction. TMS does not describe or suggest 
"receiving a first condition code produced by executing a first 
instruction during a first clock cycle on an array of engines 
included in the processor; receiving a second condition code 
produced by executing a second instruction during a second clock 
cycle on the array of engines included in the processor; and 
executing a logical operator on the first and second condition 
codes," as recited in claim 1. 

Anderson does not rectify these deficiencies in the 
suggested combination of Thekkath and TMS. Anderson describes 
routing information between anorigination module and a 
destination module using a routing architecture. See, Anderson 
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at Abstract. Anderson does not describe or suggest "receiving a 
first condition code produced by executing a first instruction 
during a first clock cycle on an array of engines included in 
the processor; receiving a second condition code produced by 
executing a second instruction during a second clock cycle on 
the array of engines included in the processor; and executing a 
logical operator on the first and second condition codes," as 
recited in claim 1. 

The Office Action contends that Thekkath and TMS can be 
combined and that one skilled in the art would be motivated to 
do so. See, e.g., Office Action, page 13, last paragraph. 
Without conceding to the propriety of and regardless of the 
position taken by the Office Action, it is respectfully 
submitted that the references, taken in any combination, do not 
teach all the features of the claimed subject matter. Further, 
the Office Action contends that the labels "first clock cycle" 
and "second clock cycle" do not necessarily require that the 
first and second clock cycle be mutually exclusive. Without 
conceding to the propriety of position taken by the Office 
Action, claim 1 is amended to state "the second clock cycle 
occurring at a time period different from the first clock 
cycle." Thus, the second clock cycle is mutually exclusive of 
the first clock cycle. 

Since the proposed combination does not describe or suggest 
all the features of the claimed subject matter, a prima facie 
case of obviousness is not established. Accordingly, claim 1 is 
patentable. Claims 2-9 are also patentable at least for the 
same reasons and the additional recitations that they contain. 

Claim 10 is patentable at least for reasons similar to 
claim 1. Claims 11-18 are also patentable at least for similar 
reasons and the additional recitations that they contain. 
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Claim 19 is patentable at least for reasons similar to 
claim 1. Claims 20-27 are also patentable at least for similar 
reasons and the additional recitations that they contain. 

Claim 28 is patentable at least for reasons similar to 
claim 1. Claims 29 and 30 are also patentable at least for 
similar reasons and the additional recitations that they 
contain. 

Claim 34 is patentable at least for reasons similar to 
claim 1. Claims 34 and 36 are also patentable at least for the 
same reasons and the additional recitations that they contain. 

CONCLUSION 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been 
addressed. However, the absence of a reply to a specific 
rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, 
because the arguments made above may not be exhausti.ve, there 
may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims 
(or other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, 
nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent to 
concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as 
specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any 
claim does not necessarily signify concession of unpatentability 
of the claim prior to its amendment. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the application is in condition for 
allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at the 
Examiner's earliest convenience. 
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